aristocrats like Archilochos, from the researches of Aristotle and other later writers,2 and from the military scenes of the contemporary Geometric vase-painters, predominantly Attic and Argive. In such battles, the horse apparently played a considerable part, though its purpose may more often have been to serve as a transport animal, rather than as a charger in true cavalry warfare of the kind to which Aristotle refers. But to judge from the vasepaintings, infantry battles were commoner. In these the warriors on either side were armed with shield, sword and spears, but were for long without metallic protection for the head or body. The spears were predominantly used as javelins, and the engagements partly fought out at a distance, with archers, by the late eighth century at least, also taking a part.
Thus far, the picture of pre-hoplite warfare conforms to some extent with the Homeric descriptions. But one other feature appears often enough in the vase-paintings to be taken as characteristic: this is the beached warship, sometimes with an amphibious battle taking place at the point of landing. This cannot be entirely of heroic or mythological import, nor relevant only to Attica3; it therefore suggests a form of warfare in which raiding, by small parties of warriors, was a familiar tactic. Such raids will also have been possible on land for mounted men; and it may be that the Greek aristocrats of the late eighth century fought strategically, as they often did tactically, at long range, making armed forays of an offensive character against the territory of other cities. Whether they ever, in the battle itself, fought in a series of individual duels between rival champions, such as the Homeric poems portray, is far more questionable. The literary requirements, which may largely explain this picture, would not operate on the battlefield.
What would one expect to be the impact, on such a pattern of warfare, of the purely technological advances made in the later eighth century ? Surely, that each improvement would be adopted by the aristocrats of the day, as far as possible within the existing mode of fighting. Thus there is the tradition that Timomachos the Aegeid, captor of Amyklai in the mid-eighth century, wore a metal corslet which was carried in processions in later days (see note 2 above). The horseman, infantryman and marine would benefit alike from having a metallic helmet, corslet and greaves. They would also theoretically benefit from having a larger and more protective shield, also faced with metal; but here arose the complications of weight and manoeuvrability.
The Assyrian infantryman had gone into battle with a large, round, bronze-faced shield which he held in the time-honoured way, by a central handle, supported in some cases also by a strap passing round his neck. The Greeks, less robust or more ingenious, devised a new method of overcoming the weight of such a shield: the central arm-band, with the hand-grip shifted to the right-hand edge. It has been claimed that this simple improvement entailed a sweeping change in tactics, but this is an exaggeration. There are many later parallels in history for the use of such multiple-handled shields, without any such formation as the phalanx being entailed.4 Certainly it would be hard to protect one's right-hand side with a shield so held; but so would it with any type of shield, save the long-extinct leather body-shields of the Bronze Age. One would expect the aristocrat, at least when fighting on foot, to make use of such a shield even in an era of missile-warfare. He could let go of the hand-grip to hold his spare javelins; and he would often have a horse (and no doubt a squire) at hand to relieve him of its weight before and after the fight.
Finally, emboldened by this protection, the warrior would tend to close the range at which he engaged. Having thrown his javelins, he would close with the sword; alternatively, he would exchange his two or three javelins for a single, heavy, thrusting-spear which would become his main weapon. All this could happen without any wider change in man-power, or in the general attitude to warfare.
Thus far, this has been a hypothetical argument: but it can be supported and illustrated, at almost every stage, by the evidence of archaeology or, more rarely, of contemporary literature. First one may make a general point: namely that, with the rather higher dating now provided for the introduction of many of the improvements, it follows that they were present in the Late Geometric era, the very period in which the painters are portraying the old, pre-hoplite style of warfare. Their presence is occasionally indicated by these artists; and the hoplite shield is unambiguously shown on two vases of the Late (but not the very latest) Geometric style.5 In both cases it is carried by warriors who are following each other in a repetitive file round the vase; it is not yet shown being wielded in battle, and this may be significant. Possibly a distinction is to be drawn between such decorative subjects and the true battle-scenes; conceivably the latter are all intended to represent episodes from saga or mythology. It has been argued that both the chariot and the predominant type of shield (the 'Dipylon' forri) in such scenes are merely heroic property, and do not correspond with contemporary usage.6 But it would be unwarrantable to dispose of the whole body of contemporary pictorial evidence on such grounds. Even if the subject-matter of all these scenes were legendary, it would be extraordinary if the artist's depiction of them were not in some way coloured by his experience of contemporary warfare. We thus have evidence that the tactics of the Geometric battle-scenes could be, and were, combined with the use of the hoplite shield, and of the metallic helmet and corslet.
For the last two items, there is conclusive evidence from another source besides the paintings: the Late Geometric grave discovered at Argos in I953.7 The warrior buried here was a young man of substance; he may also, if the iron axes and huge fire-dogs in the shape of warships mean anything, have been a ship's captain or marine, as the excavator suggested. He wore a bronze helmet of early type, new to Greece but very soon to become obsolete with the development of the Corinthian helmet, and a superbly made bronze cuirass of the type which Greek hoplites wore for some two centuries afterwards. It might seem rash to conclude that he was an aristocrat; but the unparalleled nature of the find for its period, and the other indications of wealth, make this a natural inference. In addition, the connexion of the horse with a prominently drawn helmet, almost certainly metallic, is established by a small group of paintings, of Argive as well as Attic provenance.8 In these, the helmeted warrior is shown either actually mounted, or holding the heads of one or two horses.
The next stage in the evidence is represented by the scenes on a number of vases, mainly Corinthian and Attic, of the first half of the seventh century. Here again there is ambiguity in the evidence. It has been claimed that certain features of these scenes are romantic survivals, while others are based on up-to-date observation; and that the scenes themselves, according to the presence or absence of these features, are sometimes legendary, sometimes contemporary in subject-matter, or else a mixture of the two.9 I have no wish to ridicule such a theory, which in part at least is well-supported. But it seems better to make certain objective observations about these scenes:
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Epyov', where the prospective participants are also referred to as 'lords'." Here there is no mention of the spear (except in the traditional epithet 80vpAvKr7&d), although we know from other fragments that Archilochos fought with the hoplite shield and spear.l3 Furthermore the mounted warrior, though not yet a common figure in Greek art, is less rare in the early seventh century than in the late eighth.14 He is seldom equipped as a true hoplite at this date, and may well represent a survival of the aristocratic 'cavalryman', who now probably used his horse mainly for transport.
It therefore seems unnecessary to believe that a radical change in the warrior class, with its social and political implications, had yet taken place. This would only occur after-if very soon after-the adoption of the phalanx. But it is an equally fundamental question, what the scope and effects of such a change would be when it did happen.
In seeking an answer to this question, we are fortunately not confined to the world of early Greece, with its extremely thin documentation.
The superiority of hoplite equipment and tactics was such that they came to be adopted, in emulation of the Greeks, by several other peoples. Of these the Carians perhaps take first place chronologically, but their case is not an enlightening one.15 The literary tradition, such as it is, is misleading; there is no evidence, nor is there ever likely to be, from artistic representation; while actual finds of armour have yet to materialise.
Far more rewarding is the study of the two stages whereby the new form of warfare first passed from Greece to Etruria, and then from Etruria to Rome. Part of its value lies in the fact that the nature of the evidence is so different from that in Greece. Admittedly there is much useful information here also to be gained from pictorial evidence, especially in Etruria. But in the case of Rome there is a literary account, diffuse if incoherent, and this account includes just enough about Etruria to confirm the natural inference from the archaeological material.
Before examining this, however, I think it is worth making a few observations on the whole subject of hoplite warfare. Sometimes the fundamentals stand in greatest danger of being overlooked.
First, the entire concept of a hoplite army must always be based on a qualification of wealth: the wealth necessary for the individual soldier to pay for his own panoply. This point has of course been made by many commentators, ancient and modern. In the state of society in which the system was invariably adopted, this qualification could be assessed primarily in one commodity only, landed property. The hoplite phalanx must, for a time at least, be recruited largely from the ranks of the farmers. These would hardly be mere smallholders; in a country as poor as Greece, one would judge that only a fairly substantial landed proprietor could afford a panoply which was not only intrinsically valuable, but which (particularly in the case of the Corinthian helmet) required exceptional skill in the bronze-smith and a considerable amount of his time.
There is also the question of an upper limit to the property qualification of the hoplite class. Can we believe that, from the first, the aristocrats and men of exceptional wealth took their place in the phalanx beside their supposed inferiors ? Any answer to this is largely dependent on the function that is allowed to the cavalry before and after the hoplite reform. The position, at least as far as Athens was concerned, was made clear by the researches of W. Helbig at the beginning of this century.16 The Athenian TrrTES, by a deft compromise, were able to keep their horses (and servants) and yet serve in the phalanx. The horse was used only for transport, and on the battlefield the aristocrat, already accoutred as a hoplite, dismounted and took his position in the line, leaving his horse to a squire.
Such an arrangement need not necessarily have gone back to the very beginnings of the phalanx, especially if there had been true cavalry warfare in the preceding period. Aristotle assures us that, in Euboea and Ionia at least, there was; and certainly, in some of the more backward areas of Greece, cavalry warfare was traditional and remained in use down into the Classical era. When Helbig applied his theory of mounted hoplites to early Rome and other more primitive communities, he was understandably challenged.17 Nevertheless, it seems that Helbig was probably right in the main about seventh-century Greece. Neither in the monumental evidence, nor in contemporary literature, is there an instance of a Greek warrior going into action on horseback; while our one articulate aristocratic warrior of this period, Archilochos, certainly fought as an infantryman and almost certainly in hoplite equipment (see above).
If farmer and aristocrat stood side by side in the phalanx from early on, there would clearly be a degree of interdependence between the two classes. Of the farmers one can perhaps say more. For one thing, they would have no vested interest in war; on the con- 
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trary, it would be a double menace to their property, possibly leading to its devastation and certainly requiring their own absence from it. Nor had they, to judge from the evidence available, any tradition of service as a military unit. To say that they had a positive interest in maintaining the status quo would be an exaggeration; it is most unlikely, for instance, that the old system provided for any efficient protection of their property. But it remains difficult to see in the hoplite class a driving force for military or political innovation, let alone revolution.
The second general point is an even more obvious one: that fighting in a hoplite battle, if on occasion glorious, must almost always have been unpleasant. The soldier was well protected, it is true; but this made marching and fighting, under the Greek summer sun, a gruelling experience for him, and it also ensured that any wound he did receive was likely to be an agonising one, not necessarily bringing a quick death. We have it on the authority of many contemporary vase-paintings that the two thrusts habitually used with the hoplite spear were directed at the throat and at the groin. Tyrtaios gives a grim picture of the effects of the latter.18 In steeling himself to this ordeal, the hoplite had to bear in mind that, accidents apart, the battle would continue relentlessly until a sufficient number of soldiers, on one side or the other, had been so disabled. The one attraction of this form of warfare to the ordinary hoplite will have been that a single engagement usually gave a clear-cut result and ended the campaign.19
These factors in combination will have produced an inevitable strategic effect: under the new system, offensive warfare became far less attractive. The hoplite who would willingly fight at his city's frontiers, or under her walls, might well baulk at a speculative foray into neighbouring territories. It will be observed that the seventh century is none the less a period of great expansion for many Greek states; but there were other military instruments besides the hoplite citizen militia for this purpose. In the first place, there were already mercenaries: such use of Carian hoplites and, less securely, of Thessalian cavalry and Cretan archers, is attested for this period.20 Secondly, there were warships, a necessary accompaniment of colonising ventures overseas: Thucydides dates the first Greek naval battle to c. 664 B.C.21 Naval warfare at this time may still have been partly conducted on the old lines, with a fighting deck carrying marines armed as hoplites, and several contemporary pictures show ships of this type;22 but the new tactics, in which fast, undecked longships were manoeuvred to ram, were already being introduced,23 and these would make small demands, if any, on the hoplite class.
Lastly, there remained a traditional warrior class in the shape of the aristocracy. We have seen (pp. I 12-1 14 above) that there is evidence for its continued activity in warfare after the introduction of hoplite equipment; only with the sharp increase in man-power, required by the adoption of hoplite tactics, would its supremacy in this field be affected.
The conclusion that I would draw from all these considerations is that there was not, and could not be expected to be, an enthusiastic rush to arms on the part of the more substantial property owners, the future 'hoplite class'. Even if the bait of political power had been held out from the first-which is perhaps improbable-this would hardly be enough to launch a voluntary movement which ran so entirely against historical precedent. Such a conclusion will almost certainly involve the question of the rise of tyranny. As Professor Andrewes' study has shown, the hoplite reform and the path to power of the early tyrants are subjects which impinge on one another in several cases.2s But the relationship of the two events may have to be reconsidered. For instance, since it is particularly from Corinthian vases that we infer the appearance of the true hoplite phalanx at about the middle of the seventh century, can we believe that Kypselos in c. 655 gave political power to an established hoplite class? And could Pheidon of Argos, whether his rise comes in the mid eighth century or (as most scholars believe) in the early seventh, have used the phalanx, drawn from a trained hoplite class, as an instrument for re-establishing the power of the monarchy against that of the aristocracy? And finally, to tread on still more dangerous ground, can the wording of the Spartan Rhetra be taken as a guarantee that a full hoplite assembly is envisaged ? If so, the date of that controversial document may have to be placed lower than the latest estimates would have it,29 since political recognition of the hoplite class will hardly have preceded its vindication in war.
I will leave these questions to those better equipped to answer them, and pass instead to the rather less troubled waters of Italy, where the notion of the hoplite phalanx was among those ideas which migrated in the wake of the Greek colonists and traders.
The story of the adoption of hoplite equipment by the Etruscans is less complex. There is very little literary evidence: almost the only tradition worth noting is that the people of Falerii and Fescennium used Argive shields and other hoplite arms, a fact sometimes attributed to their being descended from Greek settlers.30 But a large corpus of representations of warriors, covering much of the sixth and fifth centuries, seems to give an almost unanimous verdict, that the archaic Etruscan warrior had adopted part or all of the Greek hoplite panoply. These representations embrace a wide range of art, and to them we may add a number of actual specimens of hoplite armour found in Etruria; but many of these last lack secure dating contexts, as indeed they do in Greece itself. The process of borrowing did not apparently begin before 650; perhaps the best evidence of this is the fine series of Etruscan shields of single-grip, pre-hoplite type, ultimately derived from the Near East, which begins in the eighth century and continues only down to about the middle of the seventh. greaves33 found in Etruria are not better documented, but at least their Greek inspiration is evident. A recent find may help here: a shield-facing with bronze blazons and other decoration, found at Fabriano in Picenum. In a very full publication of this find,34 Stucchi has argued that it is Attic work of the mid seventh century. Almost certainly it is a hoplite shield, and possibly of Greek workmanship; but I do not think that the animals are as close to Attic models as Stucchi does, nor that a dating closer than to the late Orientalising period is possible. Mr J. Boardman suggests that it could be from an Etruscan or West Greek workshop.34a Fabriano is not far outside Etruscan territory; but if this is a stepping-stone on the way to Etruria, it is on a most unexpected route from Greece.
By comparison with the actual examples, the representational evidence is profuse. I can only hope to give a selection of it here, and it may be that I have omitted some important monument: but I do not think that the conclusions will be affected. This evidence has one great limitation, that one cannot always be sure that the appearance in Etruscan art of figures in Greek armour is not simply due to the pervasion of Etruria by Greek artistic models and motifs. The example of Greek hoplite-figures, executed in materials closely comparable to their own, could have inspired artists who had never seen them in real life. But the evidence allows a primafacie inference, that several of the Etruscan city-states adopted hoplite equipment (as distinct from tactics) during the late seventh or the early sixth century.
It is possible to make some differentiation in the quality of this evidence. Of the early vase-paintings, for instance, two similar, late seventh-century amphorae in the Villa Giulia and in London35 show warriors with pattern shield-devices clearly copied from Greek models, most of which represent hoplites.36 They thus offer only the most indirect evidence that the Etruscan artist had ever seen a hoplite. Of similar date, but rather less ambiguoas, is the oinochoe from Tragliatella with the scene of the Trojan Game,37 in which the armed dancers and the horsemen carry shields with bird-and animal-blazons, a sure mark of the hoplite type. These are strange circumstances in which to find the hoplite shield first represented; yet this, in a way, adds to the strength of the evidence. Neither the style nor the subjectmatter of the scenes on this vase is likely to owe as much as usual to Greek prototypes, and the blazoned shield may therefore quite possibly be present in Etruria before 600 B.C. Such a conclusion is also supported by the less explicit scene of a hoplite duel on a bronze relief from the Tumulus of Castellina (Montecalvario).38
Greater certainty is possible with early sixth-century works: first, the find of bronze figurines made at Brolio in Northern Etruria in the last century, which includes three warriors which form a natural group.39 These evidently served as supports to an object of furniture: It is one of the stone funerary reliefs which provides perhaps the first instance of Etruscan hoplites ranged in a formation which could be an attempt to portray the phalanx.5" This again is of the second half of the sixth century. But the most impressive evidence for the Etruscans having adopted the phalanx is literary: the repeated tradition of the Romans that they had learned from the Etruscans the technique of fighting XaAKarTLT3ESg Ka'L qaAayyrlq0v.52 This is a key passage for the whole question. No date is indicated for the event, which theoretically could have happened at any time from the sixth century to the fourth, when Rome went over to the manipular army on the Samnite model. Fortunately, however, there is supporting evidence on the Roman side which will enable us to determine closer limits.
For Etruria, the evidence summarised above shows that, beyond reasonable doubt, the Etruscans adopted the equipment of the Greek hoplite by the early sixth century. Indeed, from the presence of the Graecizing shield at Fabriano and the disappearance of the earlier Etruscan single-grip shield, I should be inclined to place the change rather earlier than 600 B.c. It is conceivable that it could be connected with the migration of Demaratos of Corinth and his retinue.53 The Etruscans also adopted the hoplite phalanx, probably during the sixth century.
This being so, it is worth noting two consequences. First, the change to the new equipment will have occurred during the period when the archaic monarchies were still in power in most or all of the Etruscan states. Secondly, it occurred in a society with a pronounced and lasting oligarchic trend, based on gentilicial lines, and there is no evidence that it was in 41 any way compromised by the transfer of power to the aristocracies, which in most cases took place about the end of the sixth century. This is a very singular fact, as has been observed recently by Momigliano.54 For if the hoplite system could be organised and maintained within an unregenerate oligarchic society in Etruria, by what right can it be assumed that its adoption in Greece had far-reaching and almost immediate social consequences ?
We may also perhaps point to another analogy with Greece: the repeated evidence that the 'panoply' could be assumed piecemeal or only in part, and the pronounced time-lag between the first evidence for the equipment and the first evidence for hoplite tactics. Even against the misty landscape of Etruscan history, these facts seem to emerge unmistakably.
Roman hoplites are a different story again. It is true that there is some archaeological evidence of the same kind as in Etruria; and that, for the pre-hoplite period, there is abundant proof of Roman dependence on Etruria in things military.55 For later times, there are again the architectural terracottas: we have noted that one of the Etruscan examples was found at Satricum in Latium (n. 47), and Rome itself has produced others.56 But it is precisely because they are so Etruscan in style, and almost certainly from the hand of Etruscan visiting artists, that their value as evidence is limited. We cannot infer that the equipment and tactics of the hoplite had passed to Rome simultaneously with the artistic influence which led to their being portrayed. It is usual, therefore, to turn to the literary evidence for enlightenment of this question.57
It is equally usual to connect the adoption of hoplite tactics with the Centuriate reform attributed to Servius Tullius. Here one enters hazardous ground. In the first place, it is most unlikely that the details of the Centuriate reform, as recorded by Livy and others, all go back to the original Servian scheme; and secondly, even if Servius can be credited with introducing hoplites, the dating of this king is at the moment the very nucleus of a profound controversy.58 But provided that Servius really did initiate a scheme, however rudimentary, of military classes based on property qualifications,59 he can hardly be dissociated from the adoption of hoplites in Rome; and we may therefore pose the problem as a choice between two alternatives. Either Servius was king, in accordance with the traditional Roman chronology, some time in the sixth century, a period, on any account, of deep Etruscan influence on Rome, when it would have been natural for military advances to be taken over from Etruria in the way which Roman tradition remembered (p. I 18 above). 'Or, according to Gjerstad's view, based not only on archaeological evidence, he reigned in the first half of the fifth century, which is much nearer the time at which independent evidence suggested to Nilsson (n. 57) that the hoplite reform occurred. As a matter of fact, Nilsson's evidence is far from conclusive: he points to the creation of the tribuni militum consulari potestate and of the censorship in the mid fifth century. But the first of these reforms is now generally admitted to have been a political device to buy off Plebeian aspirations; while the second is hardly a sign of the original institution of a property census, which may have existed for some time within the sphere of other magistrates' duties. ancient authorities doubted), would be only a terminus ante quem for the establishment of hoplite tactics. Another piece of evidence much quoted in this context is the tradition that the Fabii went to war as a gens, with their clientes, against the Veientes and were annihilated at the Cremera in c. 477 B.C.62 For Nilsson, who rejected any connexion of military reform with Servius Tullius, this was evidence that the hoplite system had not been adopted at that date. This seems at first sight a fair inference, even though the value of this story is to a slight degree offset by the fact that in the traditionally yet earlier battle of Lake Regillus, the Romans were said to have fought in the phalanx.63 Momigliano however (n. 54) uses the Cremera incident to support a different view: that the Servian hoplite reform, enacted in the sixth century, had been allowed to lapse after the king's death, and was reinstated only when the Romans had learned, from such misfortunes as the Cremera, of the indispensability of hoplites. This is a possible reconstruction, if the lapse was a temporary, administrative failure, unconnected with equipment or tactics. The advantages conferred by the hoplite reform were too obvious for it to be annulled or abandoned by the state; and they would have been doubly so to the Romans who were continually confronted with Etruscan hoplites. Momigliano's own observation, that the Etruscans combined hoplite tactics with an aristocratic system of nobles and clientes, goes far to show how the Fabii could have used hoplites at the Cremera. Men equipped as hoplites could and did take part in the warfare of gentilicial factions: we have seen evidence for something much like this in Greece, and indeed Alkaios himself is a witness of it.64 It may even have been possible to muster a phalanx from one's own entourage, and this, again, would be desirable when confronting hoplites as the Fabii were. Some social distinction might still be preserved by the nobility serving as mounted hoplites (see p. I 14 above).
I would accept the tradition that Servius was responsible for a military reform, and that this was designed to provide a citizen hoplite army. It also seems less difficult, on balance, to date him within the sixth century, though I cannot believe that his traditional dates (579-534) correspond in any way with the historical reality. From this it will follow that the introduction of hoplites in Rome was an extended process, allowing of such irregularities as the Cremera expedition in the early fifth century, and perhaps only systematised in the great period of constitutional reform that began with the Decemviral legislation.65 What Servius' exact contribution was, one can hardly tell; but it was evidently an attempt to define the classes from which hoplites and other troops could be recruited, by some kind of property qualification. On this account, the hoplite system will first have been launched in the regal period, by a king in his capacity as head of state; and further, this will have happened before, or at the most during, a period of pronounced aristocratic ascendancy in Rome, in which a hoplite class as yet plays no recognisable part.
We may now return to the original starting-point, the hoplite reform in Greece. One cannot infer, from the cases of Etruria and Rome, that the sequence of events was necessarily the same in Greece; indeed it evidently was not. But one can make more general inferences.
First, the adoption of hoplite equipment, which after a time crystallised into a standard panoply, invariably took place in a period of aristocratic or regal domination, both military and political. There is also evidence, both from Greece and much more definitely from Italy, that the aristocratic ascendancy in warfare survived this event and continued for a 62 In the previous sentence Aristotle makes a telling comment, that hoplite warfare is ineffective without organisation; and this is recalled at the end of the passage when he uses the same word (autvra4s) in a difficult phrase, best understood as meaning that the middle class were 'deficient in organisation' (including presumably military organisation). These remarks seem to presuppose a phase in which hoplites existed, but had not yet been organised, either tactically as a phalanx, or politically as a party.
The second conclusion is closely bound up with the first: that there would be no spontaneous movement on the part of the prospective 'hoplite class'. In Etruria we can infer, and in Rome we can be virtually certain, that the adoption of hoplite tactics took place, for purely military reasons, at the behest of the heads of state, who could apply compulsion to a possibly reluctant body of men. This is very much the pattern that we see in a remarkably late case of introduction of hoplites in Greece, the reorganisation of the Achaean army by Philopoemen in the third century B.C.;67 and we see it again, many centuries later, in the Capitularies of Charlemagne.88
Charlemagne was expressly concerned, as the creators of the hoplite phalanx must have been, with the provision of metal body-armour and the infantry to wear it, and it may be worth looking more closely at his dispositions. First, in a series of ordinances (the earliest apparently in A.D. 779), he made it an offence to export mail-shirts from the realm. Later, in the Capitulare de Exercitu promovendo of 803, military service and provision of equipment is generally enforced for a wide range of land-owning Franks: all who possess one mansus of land or more.69 The enforcement is much stricter for the nobility and richer land-owners; as one descends the scale of wealth, groups of two, and then of four, men are to combine to equip one of their number, the others being exempt from actually serving. The Capitulare Aquisgranense of 805 supplements this: each man who owns more than 12 mansi (about 95 acres) is to provide his own mail-shirt alone.
The Capitulary of 807 extends this arrangement. The lower limit for compulsory service is brought down to half a mansus or its equivalent in goods, and the obligations of the next higher class are slightly increased. The Capitulare Bononiense of 811 provides, among other things, for the requisitioning of spare mail-shirts by the king. Finally, the Capitulare Aquisgranense of 813 makes it compulsory for all the household men of counts, bishops and abbots to have their own metal helmet and mail-shirt.
The features that I should like to stress are these: the prevalence of land as a qualification, other property being introduced only for the additional lowest class of the Capitulary of 807: the comparatively high land-qualification (nearly Ioo acres) for independent commoners providing their own equipment: the fact that it took a powerful and efficient king over thirty years to achieve a satisfactory proportion of heavy-armed infantry: and, in general, the atmosphere of compulsion and penalty which pervades these Capitularies and explains their existence.
It seems likely that the hoplite phalanx also owed its inception in the Greek cities to the action of the heads of state, whose foremost aim was the defence of the realm. Later on hoplites could and did partake in political struggles and win political rights, but it is in no case certain that they established their political or military leaders as tyrants.70 By the time of Solon, it is clear that the Zeugitai, to be identified with the Athenian hoplite class, formed a distinct group and had earned the political power that he gave them. It is also possible that they represent the disappointed tV0os' who had wanted a tyranny.7' But Solon's poems are our earliest explicit evidence for this state of affairs; and his reforms suggest that in Athens it was a recent growth.
On this account, then, the Greek hoplite entered history as an individual warrior, probably in most cases an aristocrat. The adoption of the phalanx meant that he was joined by men, for the most part substantial land-owners, who had come not to seek a way to political power nor by any wish of their own, but because they were compelled to. These men, however stout-hearted as warriors, are not likely to have become, all at once, a revolutionary force in politics, even in Greece. The political rights which they came to possess could have been acquired gradually and peacefully, 7~r•v E'u VroZts0 &Aot' laXvvauvrcuv ~iAAov, as Aristotle says. They must have had political leaders, but I doubt whether we can number the early tyrants among them. Hoplites, in short, were an instrument before they became a force.72 A. M. SNODGRASS. 
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